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was tnapplicable because it only contemplated situations in which insured has
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that she committed assault of minor child through deliberate, nonaccidental act
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that resulted in injury to minor child.
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trial court’s preclusion adversely affected result of trial; claim that alternative
sanction of precluding documents rather than precluding testimony would have
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sentence after entering voluntary guilty plea; claim that trial court should have
included period of probation as part of calculation of maximum definite sentence
pursuant to statute (§ 53a-35a); claim that state had duty to file written response
to defendant’s motion to correct illegal sentence.
State v. ANErSON . . . . . . . .. 73
Assault in second degree; reckless endangerment in second degree; claim that there
was insufficient evidence to convict defendant of assault in second degree; whether
reasonable finder of fact could have concluded beyond reasonable doubt that, in
light of defendant’s claimed mental disease or defect, defendant acted with requi-
site recklessness and had capacity to be aware of and to disregard substantial
risk of serious physical injury to victim by defendant’s flinging of metal cart;
claim that there was insufficient evidence to convict defendant of four counts of
reckless endangerment in second degree; whether there was sufficient evidence
Sor trial court to find beyond reasonable doubt that certain hospital staff members
were at risk of physical ingury from duffel bags that defendant threw, their
contents, or items knocked off the shelf as a result of defendant throwing bags
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state’s firearms examiner to testify about firearms evidence that had been exam-
ined by examiner who had died and was unavailable for cross-examination;
unpreserved claim that trial court improperly permitted witness to make in-
court identification of defendant in absence of showing that witness previously
had made nonsuggestive out-of-court identification of defendant, in contraven-
tion of Supreme Court’s requirement in State v. Dickson (322 Conn. 410) that
Sfirst time in-court identifications must be prescreened by trial court; whether
witness’ in-court identification of defendant was harmless beyond reasonable
doubt; claim that trial court improperly admitted as prior consistent statement
certain testimony about defendant’s alleged confession to his girlfriend.
State v. Farrar . . . . . . . L 220
Motion to correct illegal sentence; claim that trial court improperly denied motion to
correct illegal sentence; whether defendant’s sentence of seven years incarceration
JSollowed by eight years of special parole was prohibited by statute (§ 53a-35a)
that requires that defendant be sentenced to definite term of imprisonment;
whether applicable statutes ($§ 53a-28 [b] [9] and 54-128 [c]) explicitly author-
ized defendant to be sentenced to term of imprisonment followed by period of
special parole.
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Sexual assault in first degree; risk of injury to child; sexual assault in second degree;
sexual assault in fourth degree; whether trial court properly determined that
minor victim’s statements made during diagnostic interview fell within medical
diagnosis or treatment exception to hearsay rule; whether trial court abused its
discretion in admitting video recording of diagnostic interview into evidence;
whether trial court abused its discretion by excluding from evidence cell phone
screenshots of certain text messages; whether defendant failed to satisfy his
burden of authenticating screenshots at issue; whether defendant failed to present
sufficient evidence to make prima facie showing that minor victim was author
of text messages.
State v. Marsala . . . . . . . . .. e e 1
Criminal trespass in first degree; simple trespass; jury instructions; whether trial
court properly declined to instruct jury on infraction of simple trespass as lesser
offense included within crime of criminal trespass in the first degree; whether
Jury could have found that defendant committed simple trespass but not criminal
trespass in first degree.
State v. Ortega (Memorandum Decision). . . . . .. ... ... ... .. ... ........ 901
State v. SPring . . . . . . . . e e e 197
Strangulation in second degree; assault in third degree; whether trial court erred
in granting motion to admit defendant’s written statement into evidence; request
Sor this court to invoke its supervisory authority to order new trial and require
Judges of Superior Court to instruct juries in particular manner when faced with
statements or confessions obtained during unrecorded custodial interrogations
in violation of statute [§ 54-10]; claim that violation of § 54-10 had constitutional
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implications; claim that written statement should not have been admitted into
evidence pursuant to exception in subsection (h) of § 54-10; whether trial court
properly determined that defendant’s written statement was voluntary and reli-
able under totality of the circumstances; whether state was required to present
independent corroborating evidence of contents of written statement that violated
§ 54-10; reviewability of claim that trial court abused its discretion in overruling
objection to alleged misstatement of prosecutor during closing rebuttal argument,;
Sailure to brief claim adequately.
State v. Washington . . . . . . . ... L 176

Conspiracy to commilt home invasion; attempt to commit home invasion; attempt
to commit robbery in first degree; conspiracy to commit robbery in first degree;
attempt to commit assault in first degree; claim that evidence was insufficient
to support conviction of conspiracy to commit home invasion and attempt to
commit home invasion; whether jury reasonably could have found that defendant
had agreed with coconspirators to engage in conduct constituting home invasion;
whether jury was entitled to credit and rely on coconspirator’s testimony as basis
Sor conviction, even if it was only evidence offered to establish one or more
essential elements of charged offense; whether jury reasonably could have found
that defendant intentionally took substantial step in course of conduct planned
to culminate in crime of home invasion; unpreserved claim that trial court
improperly instructed jury on common essential element of conspiracy to commit
home invasion and attempt to commit home invasion by substituting term “dwell-
ing” with word “building” in its oral jury instructions; whether defendant failed
to demonstrate existence of constitutional violation that deprived him of fair
trial pursuant to third prong of test set forth in State v. Golding (231 Conn.
233); whether defendant was entitled to reversal of judgment pursuant to plain
error doctrine.



